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country to which their blood should bind them? Because they are
committed by their political beliefs to a view of France as an idea,
not as a thing. Their France is a vehicle for certain values, freedom,
liberty, equality; it is France as the propagandist of the ideas of
1789; France as the martyr of these ideas; it is "Quinet and
Michelet hailing their country with the enviable title of ' Christ of
Nations.' J>1 These general principles lead them to ally themselves
with the other confederated States, since these principles deny the
importance of just those truths which would, if generally accepted,
put Protestants, Jews and Metics in their proper place. Such
principles play into the hands of the exterior as well as of the
interior enemies of France, for France is not admired and loved
as the country of the revolution, but in proportion to her own
strength or weakness.
The revolutionary legend is not a reality but a fiction, with less'
and less plausibility. A preacher of that doctrine like Jaures builds
in the clouds for, whatever he may desire, the fact is that nationalism
in other countries is growing, not weakening in force. In defence of
their ideology, the Left-wing parties are betraying their country
by giving a false picture of the outside world; by weakening the
internal unity of France for doctrinal reasons, by asserting that the
fight against reaction can be pursued in peace because there is no
menace from without.2 But there is a menace from without, a
permanent menace, and to indulge in illusions on this score for any
reasons is to be foolish, and to spread them for party reasons is to
be a traitor.
Of the causes of this menace, M. Maurras gives an explanation
whose very simplicity added to its propagandist force when it was
first offered, but whose continued employment, after the late war,
reminds the reader that a certain disdain for economics has
weakened the Action franfaise in its general 'political propaganda.
The memory of 1870, of a brief war whose direct cost to the victors
was more than repaid by the indemnity, and whose indirect costs
1 UEnquite stir la Montinhte, p. 522.
2 In the years immediately before the last war, this controveisy was fought out
within the Socialist party in the attacks of Charles Andler on Jaures's policy of
trusting the pacific professions of the German Socialists, and in the succ&s de
scandale of Marcel Sembat's book> Faitey tin roi sinonfaites lapaix Sembat resumed
the argument of Maurras's Kid et Tanger. The same dilemma has arisen again since
the Hitlerian revolution, with M. L6on Blum in the position of Jaures and the
Ntos in the place of Andler.
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